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' R 18 August 1971
1100 hours
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.BACKGROUND PAPER AND TALKING POINTS ON DECLARATIONS
ON' STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS AND RDTT&E AND SPACE LAUNCHERS

BACKGROUND

The U.S. draft interim agreement of July 27, 1971 proposes a freeze

in ICBM and SLBM deployment programs, 1imiting ICBM launchers to those

_ operational and under active construction as of July 31 limiting MLBM

launchers to those externally completed by December 31, and limiting

SLBM launchers to those launchers on those SLBM Submarlnes operational

:and under construction as of July 31. Current NSDM guidance calls for

each side to declare the number of missile launchers operational and

under active construction as of the date of the freeze{

The U,8, draft also allows each side to have additional strategic

offensive ﬁissi1e launchers for RDTT&L purposes,'és well as space
launchers., ’The NSDM guidance does not require declarations of RDTT&E

and space launchers. o *

Key Issues

v
1. What is our objective in seeking declarations?
2, What categories of information do we wish the USSR to declare

B

and in what detail?
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3. Is there merit in calling for declerations of strategic offensive

missile leunchers for RDTT&E purposes?

U.S.'Qbiectives

Kl ¢

Our objectives- in calling for declarations of offen51ve launcher
strengths are (a) to obtain an agreed baseline for subsequent monitoring

of compliance With the agreement,<(b)'ro surface any misunderstandings

‘ which might arise from different interpretations by the two sides of the

terms used in the agreement, (c) to. provide an opportunity to resolve

any such misunderstandings, and (d) to establish a precedent of disclosing

‘fcertein types of information which might be helpful to the work of a

Standing Commission,

What Categories of Information and in What Detaill

[y

There are a number of elternatives we should consider in deciding

how best to meet our objectives:

:a.‘ Gross total launchers only,

- b pTotals in each of the three categories-~ICBM's, MLBM's, SLBM's.
¢. TFor SLBM's, launchers only or launchers nlus submarines.
d, For MLBM's, operationel and active construction plus

externally complete by December 31, 1971,
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A declaration of only the éross total number of launchers would be
inedequate“to our objectives. Differences Wlthln categories might
cancel other differences and Lhus conceal problems. Moreovex, we would
not be calling for as much detail as our draft justifies and thus it would

be a weak opener, Finally, if there was. a discrepancy we would need

 to call for details in all categories because we would not know where

" the problem lay.

. :'f‘

A better approach would be to call initially for totals broken down

into the categories identified in the interim agreement. This could be

‘presented as fully consistent Wlth the language and intent of the
" agreement. It would be sufficiently detailed so as to Verify the accuracy

-0f our common understanding of the terms used in the agreement and to

isolate the category or categories where any problems lay. We should

make clear, however, that we reserved the right to call for graeater

Zdeteil if problems arose. '

-

Of the categories identified in the U.S. draft interim agreement,

the one most likely to cause problems is MLBM's, because MLBM's

externally complete by December 31, 1971 is not a matter of past
were

history, 'If declarations/made before December 31, this would require

 the Soviets to make a future prediction of construction progress that

might not be achieved and in eny event would be reVealing & military

construction schedule..
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“To meet this potential problem, we could‘cell for a-seqﬁential
‘ declaratioh on MLBM's. The first step would be a declaration of
MLBM launchers Operational and under construction as of July 31, 1971,
¥to be made separately from other ICBM'B but at the same time as the
other declarations. We could argue if necessary that this was
;consistent with the separate definition of MLBM'B in paragraph 4(a),
!We could also stress our many past statements emphasizing the special
' and valid U,S. concern over MLBM‘s, and point out that it was
" important to prevent any mlsunderstendlngs that mlght be hidden if
MLBM's were lumped into overall ICBM totals., We would make cledr that
a’ second’ step would be a further declaration on January 1, 1972 of

. MLBM launchers'externally complete on December 31, 1971,

‘

As far as the totals used in the deelarations are concerned, we
should encourage the Soviets to use exact aumbers by supplying exact
”‘nembers in our own declaration:"We could probebly not object to their

-using rounded totals provided that the rounding did not distort the
totals. Tens would seemcedequete to our purposes. But launchers are

deployed in groups whose multiples are not tens, and it does not

appear that the USSR would be achieving any real security by rounding.,

As to the method of making declarations, we could present the
USSR srde‘With a table containing stubs for tha‘qategories of informatilon '
desired, with the U.S. figures filled in, and -request that they £111

8
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in the blepks. A less desirable approach wouldee to give the Soyiets
figeres for both the‘U.S. and Soviee launcher Etrengths, asking for
confirmation and relying if necessary on silence as asgsent, Though.this:.
would be easier for them in terms of their sensitivities about security,
f, it would set a bad precedent, and might (if our figeres were in error)
'reveal oer ignorance while failing to achieve the oojective of surfacing

' and resolving problems.

" RDTT&E And Space Launchers

]
-

The U.S. dfaft limits RDTT&E and space launchers to not mofe than
"160 for each Party. The provision does not prohibit replacement or
relocation. The limit is defined as including all etrategic offensive
launchers'at research and development test ranges and facilities, iaunchers
on test bed submarines and surface ships, and tfainingllaunchers at opera- |
" tional sites. The USSR side has agreed to such a separate 1imit, equal
" for both Parties, though they have not put a number on it. Their
definition, in Semenov's plenary statement of November 24, 1970, is not

substantially'difﬁerent from ours.,

Althoughldeclarations on these launchers are not called for in current
NSDM guidance, there might be some merit in proposing such declarations

to serve the same objectives as declarations of offensive missile launchers.
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It should be noted that because ithere is.nO'prdhibition_on replacement
' within.the 160 1imit; it would'be theoretically possible.for the USSR
to convert all of its RDTT&E launchers to "training" launchers for
‘MLBM'B. In the.absenée of a prohibition on reblacement; however, a
'declgrapion of what existed on one day would not add significantly to the
lweigﬂt of a protest that changeé at a'later date violated the intent
| 7qf the agreement., The intent that there be no major increase in MLBM
| !launchers Within the 160 total could be madg clear during the negotiations

. 1f deemed necessary.

In the RDTT&E and space launcher area, thgré could be considerable
“difficulty in establishihg a baseline and'résolving milsunderstandings
~.without calling for very detailed declarations. InlthQ'USSR, the
‘fglafively sméll number.of launchers invqlve& are at 4 test ranges, of
which 3 have both RDfT&E and sﬁaée lahﬁchers; plus 17 ICBM deployment
“Ucomblexesﬁ.'SLﬁM launchers are on land and on shipboafd. Some space
‘  1auncher§ have been converted from operational launchers, some launchers
at test ranges are being Eonverfed from one purpose to another,:shipboard
launchers may be for operational as well as RDITS&E use, and there are
some 1aungheés dt test ranges which have been inactive for some time,
eépecially in the U,S. There are also various mock=up training devices
which have some resemblance to launchers, but théag should present no

problem because they have no missiles and no launch capability.

e . L
) .
{
i
'
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These complicatlons make it unlxkely that mlsunderstandlngs in

this area could be resolved W1thout going into such detail about numbers,

\

.'zlocation and function'of launchers that the Soviets would resist on-
security grounés.. Recognizing}tbaévthere might thus be no very satlsg=

4 faétbry resolutlon, declarations of RDTT&E launchers could at least

_”.ltriggér further;discussion of terminology with the Soviets and could

alert U,S, intelligence colléctoxs to seek unilateral resolution of

any problems, -

To try for as much deta11 as we could jUStlfy in terms of the U.S.
“draft interim agreément, we could call for declarations broken down
'into the categorles set forth in paragraph 5 of the draft., It might be

desirable to try for a breakdown into éhe ICBM, MLBM, and SLBM categories
.'named in ﬁaragraphs 1?4-. Thié would have the advantage, not iny of
.further isolating any misunderstandinés, but aléb.bf making clear that
'tﬁe term "strategic offensive missilé launchef;" in paragraph 5 vefers
-only to launchers of the. types limited by the agreement and not to such’
_ things as IRBM and MRBM launchers. | |

LI, TALKING POINTS

Me, Minister, we have both agreed that iimitatiéns on strategic
offensive arms would be verified by national technical means. In order
to avoid misunderstandings and ambiguous situation;‘that could arise,
particularly at the time the agreement comes into force, the U.S, side

.belieVes that there should be an exchange of declarations regarding the
"- Approved For Release 2004/04/12 : CIA- RDP7QBO1594A000100010069-4
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=‘,'[from different interpretations of the terms used in the agreement; it
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" number of strategic offensive arms  in each of the several categories . - =

specified in the interim agreement.. lyou will recall that in our o

' proposal of August 4, 1970 the U.S. expressed the desxrabllity of : ,‘f”

: 'f,declarations by each side of strategic offensive weapons,, / We‘believe

that such'en approach would serve the interests of both sides. It
would provide an agreed baseline’for verifying compliance with the

agreemeht; it would help resolve misunderstandings which might arise

- would allow the opportunity to resolve euch“misuhderstandings.before

. the agreement came into force, - ' S '

v
4

We would propose tﬁat the declarations of strategic offensive
jweapons include ICBM launchers operatioual and under aeE1Ve construction
'ae of July 31, 1971 MLBM launchexs Operatlonal and under active

construction as of July 31, 1971, SLBM 1aunchers and ‘SLBM submarines

"Joperationalland under active construction as of July 31, 1971, We

.

-would further propose that a subsequent'declaration be made on

January 1, 1972 of MLBM launchers externally'complete on December 31, 1971.

[Eh the;inrerest of furthering our common objectives, we would like

to provide'you at this time with a table listing the categories of

. information we think are required as well as a declaration on the

number of 'U.S, strategic offensive arms included in these categorles.

* We request that you prov1de our 51de with a similar declaratlon. (See

Attachment LZ7
o . . CIA- 4A000100010069-4 - -
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Mr, Minister, wé have already expressed general agreement on the

" need for a separate limit, equal for both sides, on offensive missile

i launchers for research, development, testing, evaluation, and training, .

4

" and launchers for- space missions. In order to further our common

. obJectiVes and remove any ground for subsequent misunderstanding, we

i ‘f_;believe that 1t would be in the interests of both sides to exchange-

: categories specified in the interim agreement.

- declarations on the numbers and types of launchers included in the

A\

We would propose that declarations be made as of /date7 on ICBM

‘ ,1aunchers, MLBM 1aunchers, SLBM launchers, and launchers for space

III,F POSSIBLE SOVIET QUESTIONS AND SUGGESTED ANSWERS

"missions, at research and development test ranges and facilities, as
- well as launchers on testbed submarines and surface ships and training

launchers ‘at operational sites.,

1Eh the interest of furthering our common objectives, we would

like to provide you at this time with a table listing the number of

" launchers included in the foregOing categories specified in the

1nterim agreement, We request that you 'provide our Slde with a

similar declaration. (See Attachment 21/

1, Why does the U,S, side list ‘MLBM's separately in declaring

1CBM 1aunchers operational and under construction as of July 31, 19717 -

i
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!Paragraphcz'of.the U.S. draft interim agreement makes no. such diatinction.'”
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" We believe that /- .k‘

'4rour requestvis consistent_wifh_thé separate treatmént'of MLBM's in
.'parggraphﬂZ and paragraph 4(a);‘ Moreover, we have repeatedly calied
‘the Soviet side's éttention to U.S.Iépeciai concerns with these
- weapons, qnd we believe thattsuch a declaration would help avoid

S

misunderstandings thatlcoqld arise if MLBM's are included in overall

& ICBM totals.

S5

2, Since the number of launchers permitted for RDTT&E pufposes is the

- game for both sides and since there is no provision prohibiting

_ﬁ replacement or relocation, why is it necessary to exchange declarations?

Declarations of launchers for RDTT&E purposes would help both

- sides to determine more clearly which'launchers‘afe operational and

which are ﬁeant for RDTT&E.purposes. Avoidance of ambiguity on this

matter would help increaée the confidence of both sides in compliance

with the provisions of the agreement.

P

. ’ A . g '
3+ Why are submarines called for, not just SLBM launchers?
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Because the launchers and submarines are integral to the SLBM weapon -

ol , , .
” "l system, we have stipulated in our draft that each side be limited to
“, ' . o ! N l ' J ’
o those launchers on those submarines operational and under active coms truction
as of the 'dete of the freeze. A declarat:.on of each of these is consistent
; f with the text and would contribute to increasing confidence in’ compl:.ance .
,i Ev':-with the agreement. E - o ' oy ;_ |
R
. "
: ?
. 4
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